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INTRODUCTION 



ft 



Student teaching has long been accepted as a ,vital component in 
teacher education programs/ In fact, "student teaching is the most 
universally approved education course, both by educators and the 
general public-- approved rather generally by 'the severest critics of 
professional teacher education" (Andrews f> .1964). There is alniost 
nationwide agreement that -the student teaching experience is one of^ 
the most important, if not the most important phase in the preparation'' 
of a teacher (Na::ional\ Education Association, 1966)'. . 

\ • ' ■ ' •■-',./. ■ 

By definition, student teaching is a period of guided teaching 
when a college student assumes increasing responsibility for directing 
the learning of a group or groups of learners over a period of consecu- 
tive weeks (Andrews, 1964). As a culminating experience,' it functions 
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as a maturing activity. * Student teachi. .- is the most important "learning by"'- 
doing" portion of the preservice teacher education program. Also, o it provides 
a setting in which the student teacher often functions in the role of self- 
critic. 

Thorpe. (1972) discussed student teaching by saying that the immediate 
supervision of the student teaching experience is a result of a triadic rela- 
tionship ' between the student teacher, cooperating teacher and university 
supervisor. The need for synergistic action in this triad is fundamental to 
a well-integrated student teaching, program. With such action, the total 
effect of the student teaching program will be greater than the sum action of 
the student teacher role, cooperating. teacher role and university supervisor 
role taken independently. * • , , 

Since student teaching is such an important part of the teacher education 
program, it is important that it be a high-quality experience. To determine 
if student teaching provides a } high-quality experience, it is first_ necessary 
to- determine what experiences are expected of a student teacher and' then- 
determine if these experiences are_ actually occurring. Next, the effective- 
ness of the student . teaching program in accom: nf 'the experiences must be 
measured. When relating determination 1 of que 3 the student teacher/ ; 
cooperating teacher/university supervisor triage relationship, one must 
evaluate 'the performance "of the' cooperating teacher and university supervisor 
in the ? supervision^ of the student teacher. The reason for evaluating' their 
performance is because their, role is to help the student teacher have a pro- . . 
f essixmfelly ' rewarding experience. It has -been "said that there is a need to 
delimifand understand the interrelationships among participants wfthin the 
context of the total student teaching experience: (Zimpher, De Voss and Nott, 
1980). The rteed of evaluation of effort and outcomes is axiomatic if an 
individual 'or group is really concerned with direction and growth. ' Merely^ to 
continue without evaluating is' somewhat analogous to the marksman who continues 
shooting' with no heed as to what is happening to the- target- (Flesher,- 1958). 

. '•' ./ ; .- ' ■ 

PURPOSE AND. OBJECTIVES 

'*.»..■ 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the student teaching program • 
in Agricultural Education at The Ohio State University by answering the • follow- 
ing research questions: ' . 

* » * 

l/ To what extent are the experiences and assignments a student teacher 
is expected to have In A- -icultural Education at The Ohio State University^ _ 
needed in preparing a } . aspect ive. teacher for successful teaching in vocational 
agriculture as perceive', by university supervisors, cooperating teachers and 
student teachers? • 

2. To what .extent are thftse experiences and assignments accomplished 
by 'the' student teaching program as perceived by university, supervisors , 
-cooperating teachers and student teachers- in Agricultural Education at /The 
Ohio State University? ■ 
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How do cooperating teachers and studenf teachers' rate the perfor 



,ity supervisors in their supervrs J 
.ucation at. The Ohio State Uiiv 



of studejit teachers in 



4. How dd university supervisors and student teachers rafe the perfor- 
mance of cooperating teachers in their supervision of student teachers in 
Agricultural Education at The Ohio State' University? 1 

.5, What- suggestions for changes can be made by the researchers to^ 
improve the student teaching 'program in Agricultural Education at The Ohio 
State University as a result of. this study? 



METHODOLOGY 



The population of 



.'Three populations, were involved in the study . _ 

university supervisors included all full-time ^regular 'faculty Members of the 
Department of Agricultural-Education at The Ohio State University 'who were 
responsible for the supeWision of student teachers^ for the school years 1979, 
1980 and- 1981 (n = 14). The second population consisted- of ail cooperating 
teachers with whom agricultural education student teachers were placed" over 
the same .three -ye r .period (n = 88).. The last population was comprised of 
undergraduates w! student taught in agricultural education, during the school 
years 1979, 198C and 1981 (n = 141). Jf 

' * * 

'Data were collected by means, of three separate mailed questionnaires 
followed by face-to-face interviews with a sample of university sup%rvisors 
and telephone interviews with a sample of cooperating teachers arid a sample •• 
of student teachers. This triangulation approach enabled the researchers to 
integrate both quantitative and qualitative methods of research. Such an 
integration could counterbalance the weaknesses and capture the strengths of 
both quantitative and qualitative research (Patton, 1980). Triangulation 
moves from description to verification through the^isj* of four basic types 
of triangulation: data, investigative, theoretical and methodological 
(Denzin, 191B)\ vData and methodological triangulation were . incorporated 
into this study. , '• 

Mailed Ques'tionnaire s * A 

t— s : : " ........ p ^ 

A different questionnaire was developed 'by the' researchers for each 
population. The first part of each of the three 'questionnaires was a check- 
list of the experiences and assignments for student teachers in Agricultural 
Education at The. Ohio State University. Respondents were asked tb'rate the 
extent to Which each experience tand ' assignment was needed in preparing -a 
prospective teacher for successful teaching in vocational agriculture' and 
then. indicate the extent to Which each experience and assignment was accom- 
plished during student .teaching. 

The second part of th'e questionnaire included a rating of the performance 
of the cooperating teacher or university supervisor or both. University 
supervisors were asked to rate, the performance of cooperating teachers on 
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30 items' identified as responsibilities of the cooperating teacher in Agri- 
cultural Education at The* Ohio State University. Cooperating teachers were 
askejl to rate the university supervisor's performance on twelve items. , 
Student teachers -were asked to evaluate the performance of both*their 
university supervisor and their cooperating teacher. " There were eight 
items pertaining to the performance of" the university supervisor and 27 
items pertaining to the performance of the cooperating teacher on the student 
teacher questionnaire. Eleven f ill-in-the-blank questions were included in 
*' the student teac^et questionnaire ^o obtain quantitative data regarding 
student teaching. ^ . • 

* 

" A panel of twelve Experts representing the three-'populations^ritiqued 
each instrument. Each item was examined for its relevance to student" teach- 
• ing. The questionnaires were then field^ tested yith three university super- 
visors, six cooperating teachers and six" student, teachers. Cronbach's alpha 
coefficients were computed for -all parts of each of the instruments, and 
reliabilities rangfed from .79 to '.96 for each 'of the parts. 

Data were collected by mailed questionnaires followed by a postcard 
reminder and then a second questionnai^te^Elie^non-respbndents. The respons 
was 100% of th<* university./ supervisors, 90% of the cooperating teachers and 
81% of the student teachers. Data from the. non-respondent groups were 
'obtained by .mail and telephone. Results showed no differences between the 
responding and non-responding groups for both the cooperating teachers -and 
student teachers.- : . 

' ' Data' were ^analyzed by using the services of the Instruction and Research 
Computer Center at The Ohio -State University , 

Interview Schedule 

To probe deeper into the responses of the participants to "find 1 out why 
respondents answered the items the way they did and how they perceived why 
others responded the' way they did, a randomly selected group of respondents 
. fr,om each: population participated in the interview. Due to the time and' 
" expense of interviewing, the samples were limited, to six university super- 
' visors who were interviewed face to face and eight cooperating teachers and 
nine student teachers who were interviewed by phbne. The preliminary analysa 
of the mailed questionnaires assisted in formulating -the face-to-face and 
telephone interview schedules. The reseachers were 'Seeking qualitative data 

to answer questions such as: K 

.»■••• , 

* 1. Why were there discrepancies between the responses of each of the 

three populations? • ; . ' 

2. What examples could the respondents cite to explain why certain 
experiences and" assignments were identified as essential and not satisfac- 
torily accomplished? 

3. frhat were some strengths and weaknesses of the student teaching 
program? 



* A summary of the data collected from the interviews was developed dis- 
cussing FFA, supervised occupational experience progr?' ^gram'of 
activities, adult education, performance of universit . .. r -. .^1., perfor- 
mance of coordinating teachers and strengths and .weaknesses of the student 
teaching program. 

FINDINGS . 



• The levels of heed for^. the experiences and assignment^, the extent to 
whfch the expediences and* assignments are accomplished, the performance of , 
the cooperating teacher and" the performance of the university supervisor . 
reported by"the three groups of respondents were analyzed by " computing, the 
respective means for each of the experiences, assignments anfl activities 
completed during student teaching. A scale was used to allow for meaningful 
interpretation of the results of these mean scores. The mean levels of 
ne^d were analyzed and discussed using the" values shown-on the* scale below. 



Not'Weded ■ % Optional • Desirable Essential • 

J-T """1 1 1 

1 1.59? / '2,5??',' 3.599 4 



'.Similarly, all mean levels of : accomp.1 i shmen t were 
interpret mi .inq the values # i 1 1 ustrated below. 



Not Partially jSat i sf ac tor i 1 y Accomplished 

Accomplished, Accomplished Accomplished 0 WeW 

1 v~— 1 7' ~" — ! V — 

1 1.599 2.59? 3.599 V 4 



The mean ratings of performance were interpreted using 
the values on the scale below: iv \ . 



* Foot- Below Averaqe Average Above Average Superior 

1 "-I" I' 7- 1 * 

1 \.?99 ■- 3.999 5.999 7*999 • _ . 9 ■ 
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j Renk Order of Hew level* W Wcei for Experiences 
&i Perceived by University Supervisors, Cooperating Teachers, and Student Teachers 



\ Experiences' 



University Supervis ors Cooperating Teachers Student Teachers 



Directs student learning activities 
Writes lesson plant 

Identifies and outline unit topics and develops 
behavicral objectivea for classes taught 

Applies basic teaching procedures 

Evaluates the performance of students 

?eaches the students to use', summarise and analyze 
the record books of supervised occupational 
. experience programs 

Advises the FFA 

Develops a procedure to insure students' safety 
end protection 

Can plan and conduct a summer program of activities ' 

Develops a weekly schedule of teaching 

Dies instructional media and r.eiourcet .' , 

Develops a plan for teacher and/or employer super- 
vision of occupational experience progress 

Plans and supervises -long tine occupational experience 
programs » 

Counsels students 

Can plan and develop a vocational agriculture program 
Participates in teachers' meetings and professional 
conferences 

Prepares and conducts group instruction in adult 

education , . • 
Conducts visits concerning individual problems of 

adults ' l 

Conducts activities which aid in developing good 

school and community reletions 
Uses high school guidance prograe to obtain and inter* 
. /pret background information concerning students 
Administers and maintains physical facilities 
Identifies appropriate topics for.en adult education 

program . 
Advises (he FFA Ah A Affiliate 
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SD Wf. 



1 4.000 0.000 

2 3.929 0.267- 

4 * 3.857 0.363 

4 J.857 0.363 , 

4 3.857 0.363 



.1 



3.882 0.325 
3.763 0.425 



3 3.787 0 
6 3.66V 0 



.454 \ 

.520<f 



8 < 3.671 0.473' -7 3.604 0.5 
2 7.868 0.377 1.5 3.806 0.420 
4 3.813 0.425 1.5 3.806 0.442 
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7.5 3.786 
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3.605 
3.573 


0.568 . 10 
0.619 11 


3.495 
3.461 


0.635 
0.676 


7.5 3.786 
10.5 3.714 
10.5 3.714 


A JO* 

0.426 i 

0.469 

0.469 


12 
3 
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1.720 
\3.400 

1827 
' 31697*' 


0.452 

Vti<«e 

0.658 
0.381 
0.462 


5 

15 
> 4 
8 


3.722 0.561 
3.166 0.758 
3.729 0.506 
3.583 0.549 


12 3.571 


0.646 


16 


3.105. 


0.759 


18 


2.981 


0.743 


14 3.357 
14 3.357 
I4f 3.357 


0:497 
0.745 
0.929 


17 
18 
13 


3.053 
3.092 
3.368 


0.728 
. 0.734 
0.690 


17 
16 
9 


3.038 
3.665 
3.565 


0.716 
0.780 
0.631 


16 3.286! 


0.426 


9 


3.627 
2.733 


0.514 


12 


3.463 


0.5JB7 ' 


18 3.071 


0.730 « 


21 


0.622 i 


.n 


2.620 


0.862 


18 3.071 


0.730 


22 


,2.427 


0.756 


23 


2.426 


0.878', f 


18* 3.071 


0.829 


15. 


3.173* 


0.705 


14 


3.243 


0.642 


20 > 3.000 
21.5 2.857 


0.784 
0.770 


19 
14c 


2.987 
3.200 


0.663 
0.678 


19 
13 


2.935 
3.393 


0.i89 
0.655' 


21.5 2.857 
.33 2.143 


0.770 ' 

0.6(53 


20 
23 


2.959 
2.270 


0.671 

f>.m 


20 
22 


2.77P 
2,4 f 


.789 

'.84' 



1 >, npt needed 

2 ■ optional 

3 * desirable 

4 • essentia)* 



Kendall coefficient of concordance ■ K ■. <>91 
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BEST CCn- ^KIABU 



" - ' m " " • f 

As Table 1 indicates, university supervisors rated 11 of the 23 experi- 
ences as essential, and one experience was considered' optional. Cooperating 
teachers rated ten experiences as essential and twq experiences as. optional. 
Student teachers rated seven of the -experiences as essential and two optional^ 
.All three groups rated advising the FFA Alumni Affiliate as optional.*'" 

^ The pedagogical areas such as: evaluation of student performance, • 
applies basic - teaching procedures, develops *a weekly schedule of teaching, 
identifies and. outlines unit topics and develops behavioral objectives, 
writes lesson plans and directs student, learning activities w^re rated as . 
essential experiences by all three populations. Differences xn rating, of 
need between the three populations occurred in the following experiences: 
opportunities to advise the FFA, use .of- record books, experiences involving 4 
adult education and experiences involving supervised occupational experience 
programs.- * 

' ' \ x ' ' ; .... 

Table 1 shows the similarities and differences amdhg the three groups in . 
how they ranked the 23 experiences'. Though the three groups exhibited vari- ^ 
ations in* ranking, the value of the Kendall coefficient of concordance 'W 
was .91 which 'indicates a very strong agreement on the ranking of need for 
the experiences*. ■ «■ 

/ ■ . ■ ■ 

Leve l of Accomplishment for Experiences r 



It was very apparent that the student teachers w^rp adr uAtelv -a ..u 
to teach in the classroom. Table 2 — ts th.it ^ L , cal ^ isted 
"n the previous section were rated as jing a* least satisfactorily accom- 
t xished on accomplished well. During the. interviews, the cooperating 
teachers emphasized that the student teachers, were prepared for classroom 
teaching upon entering the student teaching experience. 

. \ Of the 11 experiences identified as essential by the university super- 
visor group, three experiences were not satisfactorily accomplished... The 
thrSe experiences were: (a), advises the FFA; (b) teaches students to use, ^- 
summarize and analyse record- hooks ; and (c) can plan and conduct a summer 
program of 'activities. 

All ten experiences identified as essential by the cooperating teacher^ 
group were satisfactorily accomplished, but six experiences rated as desirable 

were partially j accomplished* . s . ? '' J\ 

• , ■ ■• • . /j. 

> / > ' 

. The lowest three experiences Reported as partia ly accomplished/ by •the- 
student teachers w<^e: (a) prepares and conducts gr\ p instruction 7 in. adult / 
education; (b) conducts visits concerning individual problems of cidults; and 
♦ (c). advises the FFA .-1'Uim.i A: ,iaxe. " iese Mk\i^ ttuce experiences Were 
rated lowest by cooperating* teachers, and thMast two were rate'cl lowest 
by* university supervisors: All three groups rated experiences/in planning 
and supervising occupational, experience programs as paijt ially/ accomplished 



Table 2 - r 

i 

" kink Grier of Jbtt Ms of Acoqrtishocnt for Experiences 
n received by taiversity Supervisors, fcoprotinj Vticher* and Student Teachers 



bperinces 



Evaluates tHf perforaanec of students 
Applies basic tttching procoouros 
ffrticpam U teacher's seetingi, and professional mfsrences* 
Develops i tieeily scKedulf of teichiaj 
Uses instruction:! atdia ml rosourcci 
Mcatifits sA mli&n ebU topics tod develops behavioral . 

#.«ives for dosses fsught A 
Writes leisot pins .- 
Directs otudett Searsiai nctivitiw 
Develops i procedureto ioiure students* safety ad frotoctin 
Uses M|h school guidance projrn to obtain md interpret Vacs-' 

ground inferastion conetrnini students 
Advises the m ( v 
Counsels students ) 
Develops o plan for teacher m£/or tsploytr stvtr 

occupatidnl oxperience propaas ' 
Adalnltters and siiotnins the phyilcol facilities 
Conducts activities t/hlch lid in developiflf food set, and 

comalty rclotloas 
Teach*s students to yse^swMTtye/Oad tnlyje the rocofd boots 

of suptnlsed occupational fiper} ace propao 
Nans end supervises tiat occtjationl experience profrais 
Preparea and conducts group instruction in odola oducotioo 
Can plan and develop o vocational apiculture itojna v 
Identifies "appropriate topics for ts adult education props 
Can plat and conduct o sinter propaa of activities 
Conducts visits conernlni individual problem of adults 
Advises the FfAAtai Affiliate ' 



telvera it: 
"TaRT 



(1^4) 



mi son 
W "EST 




f 

Teichers 



Student ftartcri 



i 3.077 

2.5 ,3.071 
2.S 3,071 

u 2.929 
4.5 im 



6 

I 

a 



2,857 
2,716 

2.716 



10 2,831 

11 2.500 

12 2.429 



0.4S4 
0,730 
0.129 
0.475 
0.616 

0463 
0.579 
0.699 
0.699 

0.S19 

0,7(0 
0.514 



14 2.214 0.426 
14 2.214 0.214 



14 2.214 0.< 



17.5 
17.5 
17.5 
17.5 
20,5 
20.5 
'22 
25 



1.929 
1.929 

im 

1.929 
1.714 
1.914 
1.692 
1.571 



8 

,7 
1 
3 

;/4 

V 

I 

6 
2 



M7S , 
0.475 
0.616 
0,730 

Mir 

0.125 
0.15$ 
0,756 



n 

.0 
12 

17 
15 



3.149 0.634 

3.213 0,741 

3.S93 0.711 

3.333 0.600 

3,313 0.697 

3.237 0.630 

3.360 0.690 

3,289 ,8,727 

3.067 0.111 

2.167 0.175 

1.332 0.725 

2.100 0.771 

/' 

2.539. 9.901 

2,637 0.715 




2 3,449 0,618 
1 3.467 0,619. 
4 1358 0.142 
8 3,113 0.760 

6 3.264 0,714 

7 '5.238 9.714 
f S 3.308 0.806 

3 3.393 0.749 
10 3,065 0,9fo 



2.869 0.148 
IM 6.950 
2.811 0.829 



17 ' 2.111 0.928 
9 5.075 0.836 



13 2.747 0,773 15 U9S 0.036 



14 
18 

21 

16, 

19 

20 

22 

25 



2.653 0.705 
2.401 0.734 



2.041 
3-.5S7 



0.818 

.0.934 



2.222 0.826 



2.162 
1.627 
1.589 



0,980 
0.826 
0.704 



16 2.538 0.938 

20 2.065 0.804, 

21 1.798 0.991 
12 2.629/ 0.778 
19 '2.112 1.003 
18 2.114 1.016 

22 1.676 1.925 

23 1.559 0.885 



1 • not eccotpllihed 

2 • partially accoqlished 

S ■ sstlsfactorily occcsplisbed 
4 ■ aceoqlliM mil 
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Even though there were some differences;, the Kendall coefficient of 
concordance W was .93. This coefficient indicates a very strong agreement 
on the rankings of the accomplishment of the 23 experiences. i 

Levels of Need for Assignments • - 

^As-shown in Table 3, all the assignments were' rateh desirable except 
two which were rated essential.,. University supervisors rated the statement 
preparation of an objective self-evaluation with strengths and limitations 
as a vocational agriculture teacher by the student teacher as an essential 
assignment for student teachers. Cooperating teachers rated planning and 
"conducting-^- field trip as an„ essential part, of student teaching. It was 
the general feeling of the respondents of all three 'samples interviewed that 
the assignments were important and most were beneficial. Those interviewed 
felt that the assignments should enhance the student teaching, experiences 
and their purpose should be" clearly understood'' by all members' of the^student- 
teaching triad. ^The Kendall coefficient of concordance W exhibited very 
strong agreement (W = .80). , 



Level of Accomplishment for 



Assignments' 



A majority of ~the assignments were rated aa satisfactorily accomplished ' 
by all three populations (refer to Table 4)* Those assighments that were 
rated as partially accomplished by at least one population were: 

/ ■ , - . ; . 

' ■ 1. Prepare a brief report after # interviewing suggested persons con- 
cerning the continuing education program. 

2. Participate , in planning a : hd conducting a meeting for adult students. 

3. - Have cooperating teapher evaluate each lesson plan using the^ 
lesson plan" check' sheet. 9 

• 4. Determine 4 the 'grade / level of reading materials used in supervised 

study. , ' " " 

\_ , ■ * 

5. Review with guidance personnel the reading levels of students. 

6: ""'Complete a survey of each student's .reading habits in ^classes 
taught." . 



, The reason the assignmentsHn adult education were partially accomplished 
was that approximately 67% of the student teachers'^reported they experienced, 
no adult and/or continuing education instruction. When asked why the reading 
assignments were jrated .as partially accomplished, the cooperating teachers 
reported that the assignments were new and needed some mo^e time to develop. 
The only assignment rated as not accomplished was- have the cooperating, 
'teacher evaluate the student, m teacher 1 s lesson plan using the *lfess<5h plan 
check sheet prior to teaching. The university supervisors, felt this, assign- f 
ment.was not being accomplished, Wheflkthe sample of cooperating teachers was 
asked their feelings, they responded' that the university supervisors were 



Table 3 



' Ruk Otdir sf Hem Levels of Uoed for 
""Sfpercelved by University Sujervlsors, Coopcratisg Teachers and Student Teachers 



Assignments 



University Supervisors Cooperating Teachers 



Student Teachers v 



hOW 



Prepares, evaluation of student teacher's strengths- and linita* 
tions as t teacher of vocational agriculture -~ 

Prepares two brief reports describing satisfactory supervised 
occupational experience visits 

Maintains a notebook containing all lesson plans 

Have cooperating teacher evaluate 'each-lesson plan using 
the lesson plan check sheet . 

Plan and conduct a field trip . 

Establish a notebook for teaching to be reviewed by agricultural 

education faculty 
tove .cooperating teacher evaluate field trip 
Review chapter budget and discuss with cooperating trader 

finances are handled with the school office 
Prepare evaluation of the cooperative training center with 

suggestions for inproving the ftudent teachjng 

experience at that school 
Evaluate the FFA wograa of activities with the FFA officers 
Participate in planning and conducting a netting for 

adult students j 
Maintain illeage report 

Prepare a brief 'report after Interviewing suggested persons 
concerning cdult and continuing, education progran. 

Determine grade level of reading Material used in 

supervised study In agriculture classes 
Prepare an article for school or local nwjaper concerning 

student teacher in. vocational agriculture departient 
Select student for caseitudy and prepare report 
Revelw with guidance personnel reading levels of students 

, in agriculture classes 
Write, a brief description of chapter noting strengths 

and weaknesses suggested by officers 1 
Maintain a dally diary of activities \ 
Coaplete a survey of each student's reading habits 

la classes taught 

t 



v 



\ 



1 


3.645 0.199 


S 


3.474 


0.553 
i 


9 


3.311 


U.695 


2 


3.571 0.646 


6 


3.461 


0.576 


8 


3.361 


0.742 


4 


3.500 0.760 


3 


3.566 


0.618 


1 


3.579 


0.630 


4 


3.5M o;760 


U 


3.237 


0.651 


6.5 


3.383 


0.662 


4 


3.500 0.174 


1 


3.707 


0.487 


2 


3.575 


0.616 


7,5 


3.429 0.646 


• 9 


3.347 


0.688 


6.5 


3.383 


0.682 


7,5* 


3.429 0.646 


4 


3.526 


0.553 


11 


3.093 


0.838 


7.S» 


3.429*0.646 


8 


3.595 


0.655 


3 


3.472 


0.618 



7.5 
10 


3.429 
3.3S7 


0.756 
0.663 


7 

. w 


3.400 
3.263 


0.61S 
0.661 ' 


5 

W • 


3.406 
3.222 
% 


0.714 

O.601 • f 


W \ 
12.5 


3^214 
3.143 


0J02 
0.663 


.17 
2 


2.840 
3.579 


'0.699 
0.617 ' 


16' 
4 


2.764 
3.435 


0.750 
0.752 


12.5 


3.143 


0.864 


16 


! 

2.830 

.1 


0.770 


17 


.. 2 - 676 


0.946 


14.5 


3.1000 


t 

0.784 - 


19 


j 2.684 


0.677 


« : 


1 2.889 


0.740 

t 


14.5 
16 


3.000 
2.929 


0.784 
0.997 


14 

15 


3.092 
2.961 


0.831 
0.871 


: 20 
IS 


2.611 
2.833 


0.915 
0.942 


I 7 


2.857 


0.663 


18 


2,711 


0.708 


19 


2.659 


0'.791 


Iff 
19.5 


2.786 
2.643 


o,e?2 

0.842 


13 
12 


3.133 
3.197 


0.664 
0.712 


12 
14 


3#9 
2.843 

\ 

* 1 


0.74} 
1.006 ' 


19.5 


2.643 


0.929 


.20 


2.653 


0.797 


16 


2.673 


0.898 \ 



1 ■ not needed 

2 " optional 

3 • desirable 

4 ■ essential 

ERIC 
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Table 4 

tank Order of Mean levels of fccosplishient for Assignsents 
is Perceived University Supervisors, Cooperati»i Teachers ud Student Teachers 



Assifiments 



University Supervisors Coopmtlng Teachers Student Teachers 



Maintain a alleege report ,' 
iplan and conduct • field trip 

Select a student for case study and prepare report x 

Maintain i daily diary of (activities 

Establish a notebook forteacliing to.be reviewed by 

agricultural education faculty * 
Maintain a notebook containing oil lesson plans ' k 

Prepare two brief reports describing satisfactory supervised 

occupational expedience visits 
Have cooperating 'teacher evaluate field trip , 
Prepare evaluation of- student teacher's strengths and limita- 
tions is a teacher of vocational apiculture 
Write i brief description of chapter noting stf&jths and , 

, waVnecses suggested by officers V \ 
Review chapter budget 'and discuss with cooperating teacher 

how finances ire handled with the school office! 
Prepare evaluation of cooperative training center with; suggestions 

for iiproving the student teaching experience iis^hat school 
Prepare an article for school ot local newspaper concerning 

jtudenMeacher in vocational agriculture departient 
Review with guidance personnel reading levels of students 

in agriculture classes 
Evaluate the FFA progns of activities with the FFA officers • 
Conplete a survey of each student's reading habits in 

classes taught 
Deternine the grade level of reading wterials used in 

supervised study in agriculture classes 
Prepare a brief report after interviewing suggested persons 

concerning continuing education prograa 
* Participate in planning and conducting a aeeting for adult 

students'* . • ' . , 

Have cobpirating teacheT evaluate eai'.i lesson J>len using 

the lesson plan check sheet 



'1 4 not accomplished 
2 • partially accocpli shed 
1 ' satisfactorily accocplished 
4 • accocplished well 



r, 



1 4.50p 0.760 

2.S 3.3S7 0.633 

2.S 3.33? 0.63J 

I ^3.286, 0.726 



2 3.520 0.6S5 

1 3.611' 

9 3.227 0.669. 

% 3.233 0.717 



y 



V 



Kendall coefi;* , 



•acordance ■ w • .91 



□Litfi 



\ 



6 3.274 0.931 
3" 3.491 0.759 
4 3.396 0.699 

7 3.250 0.867 



6 . 3.214 0.802 5 3,452 0^46 1 3.566 0.602 



6\ 3.214 .6.802 

\ , ■ ' i .' 
6 3.214 0.699. 
8 3.071 0.829 


3 


J.493 0.665 • 


2 


6 

A 
4 


3.360 0.561 


5 


9 


3.000 0.577 ' 


J 


J,*? J Vl lit 


9 


11 


2.929 0.616 


1( 

1 


9 017 n Rfti 


14 




2.929 0.616 


10 


3.160 0.823 




n 


2.929^0.730 


12 


3,086 0.974 ', 


10 


' 13 


2.85^ 0.663 


13 


3.067 0.963 " 


' 15 


14 
15 


/.692 0.855 . 
/2.6<3 0.745 


18 

14 


2.493. 0491 
3.041 0.851 


ie 

12 


16 


2.615 0,870 


17 


2.514 0.983 


17 


17 

j 


2.462 0.660 


19 


2.400 0.900 




18.5 2.000 0.784 


'16 


2.671 0.987 


-19 


18.5 


2.000 .0.555 
1.929 '0,475 


20 


2.360 0.895 

i 


20 


20 


1» 


3.106 0.786 


13 



/ 
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probably correct.- They said the evaluation probably only occurred if the 
'student teacher aske^' for .it /because, evaluation after teaching is much more 
important than evaluation prior^to teaching. The Kendall coefficient of .„ 
concordance .W.was calculated' to compare the rankings of accomplishment of 
t^ie 20 assignments/ The Value of the Kendall coefficient of concordance W 
was .90 indicating very strong agreement. 

Performance of University Supervisors • . 

■"SdSle 5 presents the results of -the ratings for .the perfotfmpce of 
university supervisors. Cooperating teachers rated the performance of 
university supervisors as superior 'in conducting formal conferences. 'For 
...all other activities^ the university supervisor^, group was rated above 
average* The lowest rated activity was: the university supervisor serves 
as a resource person for the cooperating' teacher*. . ; 

" ■ ' ' . . t 

The -student teacher group j rated the .university supervisors above average 
"on seven. of the eight activities.. The one activity -rated as average w&s: 
evaluates each lesson plafr., before observing' the \student teacher teach in 
varying- teaching situations. ■ ^ \ j ' ' v- 

Performance-- of Cooperating Teachers, , ■ . ■■ 



Y Table 6 summarizes the results of,,the ratings -for the cooperating 
teachers 1 performances. University supervisors rated the performance of ■ 
cooperating teachers as abdve aVerage for 19, of the 30 activities. Three 
activities were rate^'Ssi"^^ average. ' Student. -teachers rated the cooperat- 
ing teachers above;.; average for 21 of ."tt;e : 27 activities. . The-^three' activities 
,rated as below, average by the university .supervisor \ group were three of the 
four lowest.rated by the/ student teacher group. Thd' three .activities were-: 
(a)>6ritiques each lesson prepared by the student tehcher prior tp the lesson 
being taught; (b) has the •student teacher ]Slan' each (pit of instruction at' 
least two weeks prior to actual teaching; and (c^^gives the student teacher 
opportunity to plan and conduct -ai) adult and /o^ continuing educatibn program. 

.' Student teachers rated.- tKe; performance of cooperating teachers above 
average for: -Identifies the>;Tiecessary;"p to follow in' conducting, 

supervised. occupational experience vis^ts^and takes the student teacher on 
man,y occupational experienc^visits durihg/the first three 'days of student 
teaching. University supervisdrS x rated cooperating teachers as average in 
* these two activities. ' Student teachers also reported^ that the average 
number of visits where the cooperating "teacher taught the procedure to follow 
when conducting 'supeW visits was five. Approxi- 

mately 11% -reported no suclv visits 'conducted,: while. J35% indicated two or ■ 
thfree visits' completed. Also, on the average, three visits^ were completed 
where the cooperating teacher supervised the* Student teache^s^hili^y to . 
conduct occupationarexperience visits. Approximately 30% report e^o-^uch 
visits were' completed, and .23% experienced one. such visit. 



/ 



Table S ' 



/ Rink Order of Hew Levels of Performance of University Supervisor? ' 
as Perceived by Cooperating Teachers and Student Teachers 



Activities/ 



C ooperating Teachers Student, Teachers 



It: 



Conduct/conferences where: the student teacher expresses concerns, , 
fctxietits and satisfactions; the university supervisor elicits , 
ideas fo? selMaproveaent Iron the student teacher; and the J , 
university supervisor assists the student teacher In suggesting 
z alternative solutions to teaching probleis 
lonfers with cooperating teacher during Visits regarding the student 

: teacher's progress 
Visits th* cooperative .training center early in the quarter • • 
Conducts conferences with both cooperating teacher and student teacher 
to provide encouragement, constructive criticise and recognition 
v of success 

Horts cooperatively- with school adiinistrjtionf cooperating teacher 
V and student teacher to provide the best possible student 
\ teaching experience 
Prepares e written recoawiuUtioii for tie student teacher 
Visits the school at least three tlies during the quarter and observes 

ihs iiudent teacher in varying teething situations 
Reviews' with cooperating mcher and stuitnt teacher the plan of 

activities and responsibilities for the student teaching 

experience early in the quarter 
Explains the student teach ing,progra to local administration and 

cooperating teacher and provides the* with necessafry uterials 
Assists "cooperating teacher in planning and carrying through a 

prograi of evaluation of the student teacher 
Evaluates each Jcsson plan before observing the student teacher 

teach in varying teaching situations , 
Serves as arcsource person for the cooperating teacher 

* Crand Meant for Coraon Activities 

Grand Means ■ 



1 8.039 1*038. 5, 7.167 1.721. 



7.961 0 1.051 
7.819 LW 



4 ,7.816 1.128 f 2 



5 ' 7.603 1.069 

,6 7.712 1,034 

7 7,684 1.507 

8 7.645 1.080 ' 

9 7.276 1.401 

i 

10 7.240 1.261 



11 
12 



6.770 1.299 
.6.697 1.433 

7.S70 
7.S19 ,.' 



j • poor 
5 » average 
9 ■ superior 



Kendall coefficient of rank correlation » .64 



4 

7 
6 



7.35V 1.821 

; ''I 

7:333: K70B 

7.194 1.795: 

i i 

7.185 2.119 

6.935 1.891 

7.009 1.649 



8 5.S93 2.238 



6.971 
6.971 
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Table 6 ■ 

* y . ■ ■■ ■ ; 

Rank Order of Mean levels of Fetombce for Cooperating Teacher^ 
as Perceived by University Supervisors and Student Teachers 



Activities 



Unive rsity Supervisors 
1 SiT 



university 5upe 



Student Teachers 




Mritei & rt fertace letter for student teacher 1 * pla$eiwnt file „ 
Discusses and evaluates student teacher 1 s perfomnci with university 
supervisor 

Involves student teacher as part of faculty 
. Finds housing for student teacher 
Provides student teacher opportunity to assuae ftttl^caching 

responsihilities near end of quarter .„ 
Provides student teacher accessibility to instructional wtertal 

ah am for work and personal belongings # audio- visual 

equipment and other resource latoriali 
Does not expect ttudtnj teacher to teach exactly as cooperating teacher 

does and tries not let biases show and influence student teacher 
Prepares class for arrival of/ student teacher 
Orients student teacher to school andccrainity U* 
Provides opportunities for various teacViag experiences with sow 

freedom to experiment with, teaching strategies 
Provides student teacher vith imderstanding of the extent of teacher 

authority and responsibilities * 
Provides enthusiastic and professional oxasple for student teacher 
Becomes, familar with backgrpand o£ student teacher 
Able to evaluate his or her tm strengths and weaknesses as a 

cooperating teachtr , . 

Provides frequent .encouragement , constructive criticism «>d - * 

recognition of success - J 

Reviews student and faculty handbooks with student teacher 
Reviews plan of activities and responsibilities for student teaching 

if agricultural education 
Gives student teacher evciy possible opportunity to serve a* FFA adviser 
Keips records and writes evaluative reports about student teacher's 

> progress and general promise as a teacher 
Demonstrates good teaching techniques 1 
Reviews PRIDE report with student teacher 
Bicourages student teacher to observe teaching and ask questions 
Conducts a formal evaluation at the end of 'the third, sixth and 

tenth wefcks of student teaching 
Identifies the necessary procedure^, to follow in conducting " 

occupational experience visits 
Evaluates the student teachers progress and experiences, and gives 

daily feedback 

Takes student teacher on »ny occupational experience visits during 

the ttrst three davs of student teaching 
Os high school students occupational goaU summarized for student 

teacher and reviews then with student teacher 
j Critiques each lesson prepared by student teacher prior to the 
i lesson being taught 

Has student teacher plan each unit of Instruction at least two weeks 

prior to actual teaching , 
Gives /student teacher opportunity to plan and conduct an adult and/or 
/ continuing education program 

/ 0 Grand Means for Cowon! Activities 

/ Gran * 



1 7.571 0.S14 

2 7.429 K222 
J 7.2H ,0.893 
4 7.1*5 1.406 

7.071 1*072 



6 6.857 1.231 



7 
* 
9 

11 



i.sso 

1.284 
0.941 



6.429 1.453 



6.643 
6.571 
.500 



3 7.574 1.77S 1 
13 6,831 2,247 

1 8,112 U34 



2 7.657 1.698. 

4 —77*26— iv692 

14 \ 6.804 2.016 

6 7.269 



1.842 
7.374 1.S63 



J 

11 
11 

13 

■ ■ -! 


6.429 
6.429 

6;357 


1.222 
1.399 

1.393^... 


^ 10 


7 7Crt 

-77000 

7. 102 


2.175 


14 t 


6.231 


1>.927 


15 


6.738 


1.756 


19 
It 


0.*H 

6.071 


1.385 


ii 
18 


7.05fc 
6.407 


2.020 
2-114 


17 
17 


6.071 
6.071 


1.207 
1.639 


16 
19 


6.579 
6.262 


' 2.024 
2.279 


19 

20; 

r 

22, 

- i 


6.000 
.5.769 
5.750 
S.462 


1.468 . 
1.589 
1.422 
1.613 


9 

25 
8 


7.157 
5.157 
7.213 


p* - 
1.757 
2.673 
1.691 


23 


' 5.357 


1.598 


21 

» 


6.0S6 


2.178 


24 


5.214 


1.672 


20 


6.231 


2.116 


25 


5.143 


1.916 


; 17 


6.551 


2.142 


26 


4.500 


2.410 


23 


5.693 


/" * ■ 
2.762 


27 


4.154 


1.772 


22 


5,898 


2.078 


M 


3.929 


0.462 


24 


5.361 


2.362 t 


29 


3.857 


1.791 


*36 


4.943 


2.179 


30 


3.571 


1.869 


• 27 


4.689 


2.7*2 


> 


5.815 
5.934 






6.602 
6.602 





O 1 ■ poor 
ERICS - averap 
' dm\s!-\m 9 * superior 

/ 
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CONCLUSIONS 



1. -All experiences expected during .student /teaching in Agricultural <; 
Education at The. v phib State University .should, foe continued^ except two: : ' ■ 
experiences with FFA Alumni Affiliates ;. ."and experiences, in conducting visits 
concerning, individual "problems of adults.. ? ^ < 



2. The current level of preparation of student teachers in the peda- 
gogical areas such as methods' of teaching, evaluation of students and 
lesson planning should B4 continued. 

3„. The Department of Agricultural^Education at The Ohiq State Uni-/ 
versity should not continue s to graduate students, with their current levetfof 
competency in adult education*, supervised occupational experience programs, 
^record; books and FFA. * » 

4. To be better prepared for student teaching, students should.Jiave 
an increased amount of experience and training in adult education, supervised 
occupational experience programs, record books and FFA. 

. 5. ' Assignments help add structure to student, teaching. To bp most 
effective, each assignment should enhance 'the. student teaching experiences. 
The assignments' importance and purpcce should be clearly defined fpr the 
university supervisors , -cooperating teachers and student teachers. More, 
attention shouid be " given to the ^assignments by faculty during, and following 

student teaching. • ' ( 

* ■ ... 

• . • i 

.6. 6 University j supervisors and cooperating tochers should clearly 
understand their role as a member of the student teaching triad. ■ 

0 ( 

' m a. For the university supervisors, activities needing greatest 
5 \ emphasis were : ' ■ • . .. / , 

i) Evaluating student teacher's lesson plan prior to 

observing the student teacher teach;* and : / * . , . f 

' " ! 

ii) Serving as a resource person fpr the cooperating teacher. 

b. For the cooperating teachers, activities needing greatest 
emphasis" were: * */ 

" ^ . " './ ' • 

i) -Feedback on lesson plans prion yto teaching; 



ii) Evaluating student teacher's performance after teaching; 

iii) Allowing the student teacher opportunity to conduct .an 
/.. adult and/or continuing education program; and 



X u 



ivK Demonstrating, how to-.make- supervised occupational • 
• • * experience visits and being sure^student teacher has 

" the ability to make visits . ".*» j.. ■ % ; . * .' 

7. ' Most' areas of weakness for the 'experiences during student teaching: 
were in areas .Vhere student teachers' had little or no train * n ^i°r tc^ . 
student teachins. " *£ost areas of weakness in the performance of ^the^ooperat 
ing teacher, were ir. areas where the cooperating teacher was to. provide 
•instruction' of sc^e type-. One could conclude that the Department of > 
■ Agricultural Education and .the cooperating teachers are^,incongruent^in - ; • 
their expectations .of' student teaching. The Department sees student teach- 
ing as practice teaching and also a place to learn- new. knowledge;, while • ,., 
cooperating-; teachers see student teaching -primarily as practice teaching. 

RECOMMENDATIONS * : 

1.' The Agricultural Education "faculty must decide if adult «6ducation_ 
"is a responsibility of t^e vocational agriculture teacher. If it is,, then 
the Department should stand firm in making student/teachers gain experiences 
in adult education. If. it is not. a responsibility, then student teadhers 
should not be' expected to gain experiences in adults education. 

•2 4 Experiences V^'' supervised occupational experience programs,, 
record books and aduj/education should be .made available to students both v 
prior to and during. student teaching. This can.be done through formal eourse 
work, workshops, insist ing -that students attend various FFA activities, 
student teacher seminars and the Agricultural Education Society. 

3 ' Better" preparation of cooperating 'teachers is essential. Threes- 
different opportunities should be- available for the irv training: 

p ■ 

a. A required course for . all 'approved teachers interested in 
/being a -cooperating teacher;' 

■ £ ! ■■■ ■.' 

b. . A workshop at Tech Update each summer; and 

' c A one-day seminar at the beginning of the third week of the - 
quarter in which the cooperating teacher has a student- 
' teacher for the purpose of addressing the' immediate concerns 
• of the cooperating teacher. 

\. ' The Agricultural Education faculty must insist that those experi- 
ences deemed essential for student teaching be accomplished duririg student , 

teaching. , " . ' * / 

« ..■-»•/ 
' 5. , ■ ■ Obtain evaluations of the cooperating teachers based on their ■ I 
■ responsibilities (similar to what has/been done here) each quarter from / 

university supervisors and student teachers., Consistent negative feedback 



* ' , / .' ' 

t v : . ■ * " ii - '•• •>. ■ " . 

• .from -university supervisors arid jstudent tethers is impor t an t- -for assisting, 
in impz^ovingithe cooperating teacher or weeding out those "cooperating 
teachers who. .are . not as effective as they should be.-. ■■• . , ■ * " 

6." Select a a£t of assignments % which 'enhance the student. teaching 
experiences. Of the. current assignments, delete: survey of 'each student \s 
reading, habits in classes taught, maintain diary, prepare article about " 
studepfc teacher for local or school newspaper and adult education assign- P 
Njnents if ad^ll: ' education^is considered not important. Add the following . 
assignments; * * 



a. Student teacher - is .videotaped; at -ika'st twice during the 

quarter (third week and ninth week). Have the cooperating 

\ . teacher and Student teacher eva^uat$ performance. 

V ' \f % : - ■ ' . , i - \ \ 

\ b. Student teacher must observe four instructional techniques 

• demonstrated by the cooperating teacher. Use a checklist 

v , to £how assignment .Was completed; 



c". Keep ;a calendar of activities much the same as a vocational 
agriculture teacher woilld. Prepare student teacher ^before- 
' hap d as tq what should be prt? calendar, ■« 

d. Include an assignment that student teacher is to take 

complete cgntrol of one FFA activity (fudging .team, committee 
event, picnic) and follow through on it during student teach- 
' ■ ing. ■ . * 



r 
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SUMMARY OF v RESEARCH SERIES 



Agricultural educators/have believed in "learning by doing. Student 
• teaching provides ; the /opportunity for university students who are 

preparing as teachers to practice theory and gain, in competence and . 

confidence. Is studerlt teaching providing a good learning: experience? 

In what ways can. the student teaching program be improved?. Student 

/teaching at the- Ohio Sflat e University has traditionally received high 
. ratings by graduates who&re- teaching*. This study, examines the 

program 'and provides recommendations for improvement, in this important 

component of preservi*ce education. 

This -summary is based on a Doctor of Philosophy dissertation by, Jill 
Pfister under the direction of L, H. Newcomb. Dr. Pfister is an ^ 
Academic Counselor -and Staff Assistant , Agricultural Administration, 
The Ohio State University. Dr.. Newcomb is : a Professor, Department; of 
Agricultural Education, The Ohio State University. Special apprecia- / 
tion is due" Douglas. Bishop,, Professor, Department of Agricultural & 
Industrial Education , ■ Montana State . Univers ity Dr . Floyd L. McKmney 
Senior Research Specialist, The National Center for Research in 
Vocational Education, ''The Ohio State University, and Dr. Rodney / 
Tulloch, Professor, Department of Agricultural Education ^University 
of Kentucky for their critical review of this manuscript prior ^o , 
its publication. 

-Research has been an important function of the Department of Agricul- 
tural Education since it was established in 1917. Research conducted 
by the Department has -generally been in,Jthe form of graduate theses, 
staff studies, and funded research. The- purpose of this series is/ to 
make useful knowledge from such research available to practitioners 
in the profession. Individuals desiring ad'ditFonal. information ^bn. 
this topic should examine the references' cited. 
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